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to WewmweTStricts for prorated cost of educa-
tion of migrant children in free public grade
and high schools, we believe the local areas
should assume this obligation as the taxpay-
ers in such areas are the direct beneficiaries
of the efforts of the migrant laborers. In our
areas of Oregon and Idaho the migrant
children are accepted freely by the various
school systems, as soon as they arrive, and
they attend the schools until their departure,
receiving~the same educational opportuni-
ties as the local children.

S. 522, day child care: Our position is the
same a5 previously mentioned. As long as
the opportunity to work is availlable most
migrant children will be working with their
families and the very young are usually
cared for by the mother or older daughter.
From our experience with labor camps this
arrangement seems to work very well.

S. 623, child labor provisions, is objection-
able as it imposes restrictions which are un-
fair- to the children for whom the protection
1s intended. First, children who are ambi-

tious or willing enough to work in the flelds

should be given the opportuhnity to do so
and migrant children should not be discrim-
. inated against with a 14-year restriction
while local children are limited only to 12
years. Another reason migrant children
should not be restricted is that they usually
are part of a family unit where the famlily is
endeavoring to earn sufficient income to sus-~
tain 1t through periods of unemployment
and any assistance the children can render
maintains the well-belng and self-respect of
the family. - The provisions of this bill would
eliminate many local women who go out with
their children to plck vegetables and fruit.
Several examples brought to mind are the
need for -this type of labor during pea, bean,
and strawberry harvest in Oregon, Idaho, and
Washington. We believe that minors under
18 years should be fully safeguarded from
hazardous employment,

8. 524, farm labor contractor and crew
leader registration, will work an unneces-
sary hardship on crew leaders with the finan-
clal burden of the insurarice requirement.
Most of these men come to work areas as a
family unit which consists of their immedi-
ate family and close relations. Invariably
membérs of a crew will travel in thelr own
cars and In some instapnces the crew leader
will come to the work area with hils family
and recrult the remainder of his crew from
among migrants already-arrived. These crew
leaders do not usuallv earn substantial in-
comes and in many instances will work with
thelr crews, receiving their supervisory in-
come as the only additional income. Re-
quiring insurance coverase will-hot serve as
a control over crew leaders but will only re-
sult in an additignal unnecessary expense
to them.

S. 626, National Advisory Council, is
-pointed in the right direction.

S. 526, sanitary facllities, seems to call for
an unnecessary expenditure of FPederal funds
while our Government faces a severe deficlt.
There appears to be no need for money to be
granted to States to provide sanitary facili-
ties for migratory workers. We have nu-
merous camps in our areas which have pro-
vided adequate sanitary facilities for their
migrant workers with imnrovements made
annually. " The cost of. these facilitles are
borne by the farmer, Field facilities should
not be provided by the State at the expense
of the Federal Government or the taxpayer
farmer.

S. 527, Farm Employmeént Service Act, is
but should be provided by the individual
a burdensome, unworkable bill, as migrant
labor 18 free labor which comes and goes
a8 it desires. In this area hundreds of
migrants travel from place to place at their
own expense, without belng recruited, and
stay so long as work is available or until
other pastures look greener. If the restric-
tions of this bill are forced upon the farmers
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they will bé obliged to resort to complete -

mechsanization, wherever possible, at the ex-
pense of migrant labor which will thus be
faced with unemployment.

8. 528, Minimum wages: The aim of this
bill if attained would have the same results
as S. 527, the elimination of employment of
meany migrants. In this area farm labor,
whether local or migrant, 1s receiving not
less than $1 per hour with the range to $1.256
per hour. On plecework in sugarbeet and
potato crops some mligrants earn $20 or
more per day.

8. 529, NLRB coverage: We oppose t.his bill
ag farmwork is so different from industrial
work that agricultural labor would not be
benefited by unionization. In many in-
stances farmers will hire their labor on a
yearly basls even though the need for such
labor is not entirely necessary during many
of the months outside the crop season. This
employment is maintalned on a compensa-
tory besis since the farmhand is called upon
to work long and odd hours during the
growing season and he works short hours and
light work during the off season., If the
farmer is forced to live with unionization
he would have to hire his labor only when
needed. Furthermore with farmers produc-
ing crops which require harvest within
limited periods a strike could result in the
complete loss of a crop and financial disaster
to the nonfarming segment of the economy
dependent on the farmers, as well as to the
farmer.

We are offering these remarks so you will
have the benefit of the local farmers’ view-
point.

We hope you will support the extension
of Public Law 78 without amendments.

Thanks for the many courtesies you have
have extended to me in Washington and your
interest in the dirt farmer.

Sincerely yours,
WiLLiAM M. CARSON,
President,

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, farm la-
bor legislation— almost by definition—is
controversial. Honest men of sincere
conviction can be found on both sides. of
the issues. Conditions of work may dif-
fer in different areas of the country so
that what is felt in area A to be’a ne-
cessity, in area B may have far less im-
portance attached to it. By and large,
it is my judgment that Oregon farmers
are good and conscilentious employers.
They are family farmers for the most
part. Being fairly small operators, many
of them actively engage in their field
operations, working alongside their har~
vest-time help. I suspect that, even as
you and I, they dread the thought of
legislation which might involve them in

.more paperwork. But, they are affected

in their operations by this legislation,
and that being so, they have the right
to have their views presented to the Sen-
ate, before the legislation is acted upon.

As one of their representatives in the
Congress, I feel that I have this obliga-
tion to them. When the floor leader for
the legislation presents it to the Senate,
I am confident that he will do so force-
fully, and well.. He has assured me that
the subcommittee has weighed carefully
the points, similar to those presented by
my constituents,- which were presented
by other witnesses. It is my judgment
that the Senate is ready to work its will
in this area, to the end that the public
good may be served.

Mr. President, in order that I may not
leave an incorrect impression of the mail
I have received on this subject, I ask
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uhanimous consent that a letter dated
May 24, 1963, which I have received from
the Reverend Kent D. Lawrence, chair-
man, Department of Migrant Ministry,
be printed at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows: )

WESTMINSTER PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH,

Portland, Oreg., May 24, 1963,
Senator WAYNE MoRSE,
Senate Building, N
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR Morse: I want to reaffirm
the position I support for legislation rela-~
tive to migrant farm lahorers which the
Oregon Council of -Churches Department of
Migrant Ministry personnel has consistently
taken in recent years,

3. 5219 and 8. 981 and H.R, 4516-23 and
H.R. 4558 represent s comprehensive program
which would greatly help the migrant popu-
lation. Even in Oreégon, where State laws
have done much to Improve the situation,
we find growers saying that the State should
not require what the Federal Government
does not require.

I want to register disapproval of any out-
right extension of Public Law 78. The use
of bracero labor should be gradually elim-
inated.

Very {ruly yours,
KeENT D. LAWRENCE,
Chairman, Department of = Migrant
Ministry.

! Yo

WHAT CAN WE DO ABOU

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I believe
that all of us are agreed that something
must be done about Cuba. The question
the confronts us is, what can be done,
short of military invasion, that will help
to restore freedom to the Cuban people
and eliminate the menace of Castroite
subversion in the hemisphere?

This last April 25 to 27, Freedom House
in collaboration with the Citizens Com-
mittee for a Free Cuba, brought to-
gether a group of experts at Ardsley-on-
Hudson, N.Y,, in an effort to find an
answer to this question. This last Tues-
day Freedom House released to the press
a l6-page summary of the discussion
which took place at the conference. I
consider this to be a document of such
significance that I earnestly commend
it to my colleagues, and I ask unanimous
consent to have the text of this report
printed in the Recorp at the ¢onclusion
of my remarks.

“The report found that, "The freeing of
Cuba, not ultimately but soon, must be
the aim of U.S. policy.” The document
takes on all the more significance, in
my opinion, because of the extraordinary
caliber and balance of the list of partici-
pants in the Ardsley-on-Hudson con-
ference. -There were conservatives and
liberals, Democrats and Republicans in
the group. There was not a single mem-
ber of the group whose name carries an
extremist connotation; 'and the discus-
sion at the conference was gratifyingly
free of partisan rhetoric. On certain
issues, as was inevitable, there were
tarked differences between the disfin-
guished participants. ‘What was re-
markable, was that despite these differ-
ences the debate revealed an extraordi-
nary degree of agreement on funda-
mentals.
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I should like to read the concluding
paragraphs of the section of the report
entitled, “A Consensus for Action”:

Timing s, of course, & crucial factor in
assessing risk. The Freedomt House con~
ferees tended to the view that the risks later
will be more formidabie than the riske now.
Even on the assumption that time s inev-
itably on our side, which we do not accept,
one cannot be sangulne about a Bovietized
Cuba that brings a large portlon of the
United States and the Western Hemisphere
within easy range of Communls{ missiles
and nuclear warheads.

The conference was aware that the major
premise of present policy 1s the assumption
that action on Cuba must be delayed because
of risks to our poseition elsewhere In the
world. But the conferees were impressed by
the fact that the U.S. position In October,
far from provoking Communist adventures,
forced the Soviet leaders to act with greater
caution everywhere. In the context of the
Sino-Soviet dispute, Amerlcan toughness
justifies Khrushchev's position of restralnt,
while any evidence that the United Siates
is & “paper tiger” would strengthen Mao’s
call for aggression.

In any case, If choices must be made as to
where we should take bold stands, Cuba I8
the most logical place. The Soviet Unlon has
overextended itsell geographically by reach-
ing into the Caribbean. Of all the fronts
on which we face each other, Cuba is mill-
tarlly Russla's weakest, and our atrongest.
The only Russian chance for success ln such
a contest would be to convert the local con-
flict into a general war-—clearly too fearful
a price for so emnall & prize. Moreover, mili-
tary opinion considers the risk of general
war in the near future relatively small be-
cause the Eremlin knows that it could not
win., The record already shows that the
Soviets have almost always backed away
from action that might lead to general war
when the Unlted States has taken a firm
stand, as In Cuba last October and In Berlin
since Khrushchev issued his original ultli-
matum in November 1958.

The risks of Inactlon, however, must be
spelled out also In terms of the Impact on
the non-Communist world. There is the
risk—indeed, plmost & certainty—that in-
action will encourage neutrallsm. 1f the
United States can eccomodate ltself to the
indefinite perpetuation of a Communist
regime in Cuba, why should not the rest of
Latin America? And the consequence wiil be
a steady seepage of Communism into the
other islands of the Carlbbean and the other
Latin countries of the hemisphere. At the
same time, in Europe and Asia, countries
contlguous with the Iron Curtaln will have
every reason to ask: If the Unilted States dare
not uproot Communism from its own door-
step, how can we expect it to risk anything
on our behalf?

The freeing of Cuba., not- ultimately but
soon, must be the alm of U.8. policy, imple-
mented by a practical program of actiom

Mr. President, I consider the report of
the Ardsley-on-Hudson conference,
sponsored by Freedom House and the
Citizens Committee for a Free Cuba, to
be an example of the workings of de-
mocracy at its best. Here were private
citizens with & genuine concern over the
course of hemispheric affairs, coming to-
gether for the purpose of exploring one
of the most critical problems which con-
fronts our Government and attempting
to share with their Government the
problem of exploring and assessing alter-
native solutions.

Again I want to say that I hope my col-
leagues will find the time to read this
report in its entirety and to accord it the
careful thought which it deserves.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the report printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed In the Recorp,
as follows:

WHAT CAN WE Do Apout CuBa?
FOREWORD

In October 1963 the world was shocked
by the relevation that the Soviet Unlon had
established a nuclear missile base In Cuba.
The American pcople were virtually unani-
mous in supporting the President’s decislon
o take prompt and effective actlon, regard-
less of the risk, to force the withdrawal of
Russian miselles and troops.

The succession ofs events necds no re-
counting here. What Is signiflicant 1s that,
as of this writing, more than a ball year
has gone by and the task has not been com-
pleted. In the meantime, relations between
the United States Government and anti-
Communlst Cuban exiles have deteriorated
rapldly, dimming hopes for an early over-
throw of the Castro regime. It is urgent,
therefore, for the American people to review
what has happened and to consider what
ought now to be done.

To help In this process, Freedom House
invited a group of prominent Individuals—
seasoned observers and analysts—to meet
at Gould House, New York University's Con-
ference Center at Ardsley-on-Hudson, New
York, April 25-27. The sesslons were con-
ducted In association with the Citizens Com-
mittee for a Freec Cuba.

This report on the sesslons was prepared
by Freedom House; nothing in It {8 binding
on any participants. The aim ls to present
the exchange of opinions among people rep-
resenting different points of view, the alring
of their proposals and the consensus which
emerged from the deliberations.

Freedom House expresses its gratitude to
the busy men and women who put aside per-
sonal Intercsts to attend the Conference.
The list of participants is as follows:

Mr. Mariada Arensberg, executive director,
Cuban Freedom Commitiee.

Mr. Willlam E. Barlow, publisher, Vision
magazine.

Mr. Murray Baron, labor relations.

Mr. Paul Bethel, editor, “Cuba Rescarch
Reports.” :

Mr. Leo Cherne, executlve director,
search Institute of America,

Mr. James Danlel, roving editor, Readers
Digest.

Mr. Roscoe Drummond, columnist, New
York Herald-Tribune.

Mr. Christopher Emmet, chairman, Ameri-
can Friends of the Captive Natlons.

Mr. George Ficld, executlive director, Frec-
dom House.

Miss Frances R, Orant, secretary general,
Inter-American Association for Democracy
and Freedom.

Mr. Hal Hendrix, Latin America edltor,
Mlami Dally News.

Mr. Willlam vanden Heuvel,
International Rescue Committee,

Mr. Daniel James, secretary, Clitizens Com-
mittee for a Free Cuba.

Prof. Harry Eantor, Department of Politl-
cal Sclence, University of Florida.

Brig. Gen. S. L., A. Marshall (retired), mili-
tary writer and syndicated columnist.

Mr. Edgar Ansel Mowrer, syndicated col-
umnist,

Mr. Willilam Patterson, business executlve.

Misa Virginia Prewett, Latin Amerlcan
columnist, Washington News.

Mr. John Richardson, Jr., president, Free
Europe Committee.

Mr. Leo Bauvage, New York correspondent,
Le Figaro.

KMr. John Smithies, consultant on Iatin
American Affalrs,

Mr. Gerald Steibel, Rescarch Institute of
Amerlca.

re-

president,
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Dr. Sig Synnestveldt, Latln Aw.. we-
cialist, Forelgn Policy Research Institute,
Univereity of Pennsylvania.

Prof. Frank Tannenbaum, School of In-
ternationrl Affalrs, Columbia Unlversity.

Vice Admiral Charles Wellborn, Jr. (re-
tired), Hudson Institute,

Prof. A. Curtis Wilgus, director, School of
Inter-American Studies, Unlversity of Flor-
ida.

Mr, Chester S. Willlams, associate director,
Frecdom House. '

FOCUS ON A PROBLEM

Americans are agreed that a Soviet Cuba
{s intolerable to the Western Hemilsphere.
The reasons bear upon our security and free-
dom as well as the independence and In-
tegrity of the other nations In this hemi-
sphere.

The facts about Castro and Communist
Cubn are beyond debate: Six million people
who won thelr frecdom from Batlsta's dic-
tatorship found therselves betrayed into the
hands of a new dictatorship. They are denied
the right to vote, to speak, to publish-—to
think. More than 100,000 Cubans have been
jalled for refusing to accept communism,
Another 250,000 have fled, preferring exile
to tyranny at home; 180,000 more are awalt-
ing transportation and countless others
dream of escaping from the terror.

Cuba has become an overt Soviet satel-
lite—the only one in the Americas. The
Castro regime deliberately handed over the
island to the Russian dlctator and allowed it
to be transformed into a launching pad for
potential military nggresslon against the
United Btates and the other countries of the
hemisphere.

Present conditions do not suggest that the
evil has bcen abated, much less ellminated,
Evén if we could be certain that every offen-
sive military weapon has been removed from
Cuba, we would still live in the presence of
the 20th century’s most efficlent offensive
weapon—aggressive communism itself. This
time bomb is still to be defused.

Fundamental objectives

American pollicy must rest on three ob-
Jectives:

1. The elimination of the Soviet political
and military base in Cubs;

2. The halting of Castro-Communist sub-
version, sabotage, and guerrilla warfare
against Latin-American peoples; and

8. The llberation of the Cuban natlon from
Castro’s brutal police state,

Americans will unite behind any program
that glves hope of achleving these goals.
But what would such a program be?

Formulating 1t presents certain immedtate
difiiculties. Public opinlon, while it 1s clear
on the basic objectives, does not have full
access to the facts. The reasons are many.
Bome are founded In the requirements of
sceurity, some rest on theorles of “strategy”
that may or may not be sound. In the last
analysis, however, whatever pollcy 1s adopted
will require, for its success, the understand-
ing of the American people and thelr whole-
hearted support. Indeed, it is a function
of alert citizenship to particlpate actively
in the formulation of pollcies, even If 1t
must do so on the basis of incomplete In-
formation.

The conference agenda

The mechanics of the conference were
designed to facilitate a full exchenge of
ideas, help clarify differences In approach
end substance, and pave the way for the
enunciation of areas of common agreement.
The agenda was divided Into three parts:

1. What we know: the basic facts abouf
the situation inside Cuba and among Cuban
exiles, and the views of U.8. Government
officlals and Congressmen as well as leaders
of Latin American republiecs,

2. What we do not know and need to
know: the difficultles of incomplete Infor-
mation about U.S. and Latin American
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polm:nd programs. {(Where possible, con~
ferees filled in the gaps, clarified ambiguities
and deflned the areas of uncertainty.)

3. Policy and actions: judgments on ob-~
Jectives and tactics, consensus on what Gov-
ernment policy should be in the interests
of the Natlon, Latin America and the Free
“World, alternative courses of action.

The Department of State had been Invited
to participate but found it necessary to de-
cline because “pressure of problems relating
to Cuba preclude attendance of officers of
the stature which your seminar would merit.”
The Department, however, supplied the con-
ference with a statement for its guldance.

In view of the consensus ultimately
reached by the participants, the diversity of
premises from which they started, is note=~
worthy. The diversities came out clearly in
a formal opinion poll composed of 21 ques-
tlons formulated in the light of the first
day’s discussion. At the tlme the poll was
taken, 25 participants were seated at. the
conference table.

. Some sense of the participants’ initial
attitudes emerges from the rather even divi-
sion on such questions as these:

Does the administration bellieve that Rus~
slan troops will leave Cuba?

Has Washington reached a declsion not to
act except as it 1s presently acting?

Does the administration belisve that con-
tinue economic pressure will topple Castro?

Does the U.S. Government have a policy
for liberation of Cuba? .

On the other hand, there was falrly close
agreement on the following:

/That Castro’s regime can be toppled with-
out U.S. military action and without an
invasion.

. That the hit-and-run raids of the exiles
were contributing to Castro’s difficulties.

That ralds not based on U.S. soil did not

endanger the peace. .
. To ascertain the political blas of the con-
ferees, they were asked to express their atti-
tude toward the present administration on
issues other than Cuba. Of the 25 partici-
pants, 14 declared themselves friendly, 7
sald they were opposed and 4 abstained.
(For a full appreciation of both the temper
and the substance of the conference, the poll
is reproduced as Appendix II of this report.)
In the judgment of Freedom House, it is
worth study not only as a summary bf the
confereeg’ views but as a reflection of the
way qualified observers see America’s cur-
rent Cuban posture.

IN SEARCH OF A POLICY

An  American’s confrontation with the
Cuban problem must begin with the ques-
tlon: What is our Government’s policy?

Since Castro took power in 1959, and espe-
clally since the Bay of Pigs disaster in 1961,
there have been many conflicts and contrasts
between official pronouncement and actual
performance. While no vne doubts the ad-
minjstration’s desire to see Cuba liberated
from the grip of communism, there is con-
siderable concern that far less than an all-out
effort is being made in the Caribbean to do
anything about it.

Troudbling guestions

From thelr own specialized vantage points,
the experts at the Freedom House conference
raised these troubling guestions:

1. Is American Cuban policy geared to a
negotiated accord with Khrushchev on the
kind of Cuba with which the United States
could “coexlst”? If this is not contemplated,
why the reluctance to make public the ex-

" change of messages and letters between the
President and the Soviet Premier? The time
seems overdue for a full disclosure of the
agreements reached and the promises broken.

2. Under present circumstances, is the ad-
ministration reluctant to increase pressure on.
the Cuban regime? The east coast long-
shoremen’s union has been boycotting Polish

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

and other satellites fines that use some of
their ships in Cuban trade. Washington has
been seeking to end the boycott. The ques-
tion was asked: Why has there been no
tough, ironclad ban on the shipment of
American goods In any vessel of any line that
trades with Cuba? - At the present time, a
watered-down regulation applies only to the
individual ships that deliver goods to Cuban
ports, and even violations of this weak
measure are reportedly permitted.

8. At a meeting in England, Arthur

) Schlesinger, Jr., 1s said to have described the

U.8. position on Cuba in these terms: The
first objective is to clean up our own back-
yard in Central and South America by vigor-
ous implementation of the Alliance for
Progress, meanwhile containing Communist
Cuba. A second objective is to bring iso-
lated Cuba back into the Organization.of
American States as a chastened, cooperating
member. If this is an accurate reflection of
U.8. policy and not just a personal view,
how long does Washington think step No. 1
will take before action can begin on step
No, 2?

4. Is it possible that the humanitarian
mission of James Donovan, the lawyer who
negotiated the release of the Bay of Pigs
prisoners, has become something more? Is
it also a cover for administration-approved
negotiations with Castro, looking toward
some kind of reconciliation, perhaps on the
basls of a Tito-type arrangement for Cuba?
Castro’s conspicuous entertainment of Don-
ovan and his son in early April 1963 suggests
that the Cuban dictator may be reaching for
some kind of “accommodation’” with the

United States, since the October events may .

have convinced him that the Soviets are
unwilling to risk much to support him.

(Significantly, a television interview flimed
on April 24 just before Castro’s departure
for Russla, released after the Freedom House
Conference had adjourned, lent credence to
this assessment of Castro’s policy. Aware
that he was addressing an American aud-
lence, Castro expressed appreciation that the
United States has “taken some steps in the
way of peace” such as “the stopping of pirat-
ical acts against Cuba.” He Indlcated that
these steps might be the basis for better re-
Iations. “I have loocked at such steps with
good eyes,” he sald, adding that the question
of Soviet technicians in Cuba—“who would
fight with us against any aggressor'—might
be the subject of a three-way-discussion be-
tween Cuba, the United States and the So-
viet Union, and not just between the United
States and the Soviet Union.) )

These uncertainties about the direction of
American policy, whether well founded or
not, are profoundly disturbing in and of
themselves. They suggest that actually there
may be no master plan and that we,are
merely improvising on this crucial cold war
front. Certalnly, a coherent policy and plan
of action would have to begin with an evalua-
tion of a whole series of basic relationships,
including the following:

1. The relation of the Cuban problem to
the other cold war fronts. .

2, Cuba's relation to the other ILatin
American countries.

3. The relation of the. United States to
the other Latin American countries.

4. Possible effects on the Sino-Russlan
confiict.

5. The fear that actlon on. Cuba may esca~
late into global war.

Specifically, clear-cut U.S, policles are
needed In these areas: .

1. Exiles’ activities, -

2. Developments inside Cuba.

3. Post-Castro Cuba.

4. Current Russian presence in Cuba,

Virtually all the discussion on Cuba re-
volved around these issues. The following
pages are an attempt to organize and inte-
grate the observations,

9877

Cuba and the other cold war fronis

Communism’s conquest of Cuba must be
viewed in the context of the worldwide
expansionist drive conducted by the Krem-
lin, which has already led to totalitarian
control over a third of the human race. At
this point in history, simple solutions are no
longer possible. The problem of resisting
Communist expansionism is growing more
complex and less manageable all the time.
Any plan of action in the Carlbbean has to
take into account conditions and potential
developments arcund the globe., Since we
have committed ourselves to the defense-of
allies in all the continents, our Cuban policy
must be consistent with those commitments,
or at least must avoid jeopardizing them. -

Participants in the Freedom House Con-
ference saw this fact as a major preoccupa-
tlon in. the thinking of those responsible
for American policy. In an effort to define
Washington’s current approach, several con-
ferees used role-playing procedures to pre-
sent what might be the views of high Gov~
ernment officlals. In substance, they sald:

“Our policy on Cuba must necessarily fit
into the larger U.S. policy of defending the
freé world against communism while avoid-
ing war. Where certain common interests
are shared by the United States and the
Soviet Unlon, we must press for an agree-
ment with the Soviets. In this context,
other problems may have priority—such as
reconstituting the troika coalition in Laos
to ‘prevent a serious collapse that would
have dire consequences for Vietnam, Indo-
nesia, and others; the urgent need for con-
cluding a nuclear test ban in Geneva; and
preventing the military use of outer space.
In such a framework Cuba is not the most
pressing lssue, We are concerned not only
with restoring freedom to Cuba but also
with maintaining and enlarging freedom in
Berlin. A victory on any given front would
hardly be worthwhile if the price turned
out to be the loss of Berlin, Iran, Vietnam,
or some other sector of the global struggle.
What we do about Cuba may precipitate
reactions elsewhere that could serlously in-
Jure our wider interests. .

“Nor cen we forget the ilmplications of
the rift hetween Moscow and Pelping. At
this juncture it. would hardly be wise to
increase the pressure on Khrushchev and
possibly make him look worse than he did
when we forced him to pack up his missiles
and go home. The prospect of another such
defeat might force him, for example, to
move into Iran in ordetr to salvage his al-
ready shaky position as leader of the world
Communist movement.

“As reallsts, we know there is no auto-
matic virtue in just doing something: Con-
sider the Bay of Pigs and the trouble we're
having in Vietnam. And we have to take
congnizance of the handicaps imposed by
our very strength-——the restraints on our
freedom of action that flow from our glant
size in comparison with the Cuban pigmy.
Rough action would allenate world opinion.
In any case, even our friends in Latin Amer-
ica are opposed to what they call interven-
tlon. Certainly, the reaction during the
Bay of Pigs misadventure demonstrates that
a program of direct action by U.S. forces
would be even less palatable than action
by the Cuban freedom fighters—and that
would be so0 despite a guick success and
moderate casualtles on both sides.

“We are committed to getting Soviet
troops out of Cuba as fast as possible. Some
Sovietologlsts tell us we can probably do it
more quickly by reducing rather than in-
creasing the pressure on Khrushchev.
Meanwhile, we are isolating Cuba from the
rest of the hemisphere and discrediting its
revolutionary image among Latin. Ameri-
cans. We are slowly strengthening our OAS
allles and reinforeing their ability to main-
tain internal security. Over the long haul,
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we hope to achieve our goals through a
successful Alltance for Progress.

“Those who demand a commitment to im-
mediate Cuban lberation are simply Ig-
noring the unacceptable risks that would
be involved. After all, we have a commit-
ment to the eventual llberation of Eastern
Europe, but those who pledged in campaign
specches to make good on it soon found out
that they couldn’'t fulfill’this promise with-
out risking s global war® In 1858, Radlo
Free Europe and even the officlal Voice of
America were criticized for having encour-
aged the Hungarlans to revoit under the
misconception that outside help would be
forthcomling.

“The risks of precipitant action cannot be
dismissed. To go to the brink and then ba
forced to retreat rather than accept the
dreaded next step would be dlsasirous.
Even the political opposition which con-
dems & policy of caution, does not advocate
military action In Cuba. Its leaders have
been quick to disavow the few who call for
blockade and Invasion.”

Such is the point of view apparently pre-
valling in Washington, as the conferees re-
constructed 1t. It represents the considera-
tions that secrn to trouble the administra-
tion as it picks 1t8 way across the heavily
mined terrain of forelgn poliey.

Opinlon at the conference was predomi-
nantly pessimistic that such consideration
could get anywhere. As one participant put
it; “The United States wants Cuba to be
free, but does not want Cuba to become
free. We are eager for the result that 1s
sought; but we have no stomach for the ac-
tions mneeded to achleve {t.” Concededly,
there was good reason during the first part
of 1862 (before October} for U.S. officials
to be apprehensive over the effect on Berlin,
Laos, and Vietnam if this country challenged

" Boviet arms shipments to Cuba. The most
significant espects of the brilliantly executed
confrontation In October-November, how-
ever, was that it did not trigger Soviet ac-
tions in Berlin or in other places where
Soviet capabillty existed.

The lesson of October-November confirma
the thesis that action In the Caribbean
ripples out to distant shores and sensitive
reglons. But even more important, it em-
phasizes dramatically that indecisiveness in
the Caribbean can have the most deleterious
effects on our alliances, especlally NATO and
SEATO. Inaction on the Cuban front will
only be taken to mean a United States un-
willingness to run risks in defenss of others.
If the United States accepta Russian in-
trusion at its own doorstep, where the Soviet
miltary posture is weakest, how can Euro-
peans expect the United States to risk nu-
clear devastation to repel a Boviet atlack
in Europe where Soviet mllitary power Is
greatest?

Indeed, American resistance to Sovlet mill-
tary penetration in the Carlbbean is & pre-
requisite to restraining the the Soviets from
an adventure in West Berlln. Defend our
interests close to home, and we reinforce
rather than endanger our outposis in more
distant piaces, Blur our purpose and com-
mitment in our own hemisphere, sow confu-
slon between words and deeds about Cuba
and we can only damage American objectives
around the world.

CUBA IN CONTEXT: LATIN AMERICA'S FUTURE

Thoughtful observers are by now aware
that Cuba is the Western Hemisphere base
from which the Communlist knife is aimed at
the soft underbelly of the hemisphere—Latin
America. A long history of economic and
political errors has filled Central and South
America with Internal discontent, thus mak-
ing it vulnerable to conquest by external
forces. How many more Cubas crRn we sus-
tain?

Time i8 a vital factor. There are bopeful,
prodemocratic forces at work, but they are

in a deadly race with the destructive, to-
talitarian forces. Decisive to the outcome
will be the length of time it takes to dislodge
not only the Russian troops but communism
itself from Cuba. The mere survival of the
Castro regime is a factor of great importance.
It strengthene the Communists In other La-
tin American countries and creates an image
of Communist Invincibility., It encourages
the trend toward neulrallsm, already pro-
nounced In some countries, with increasing
numbe~s of Latin Americans saylng, “If the
Unlted States 1s willing to tolerate or coexlst
with a Communist Cuba, why shouldn't we?”’
It also encourages an eqgually dangerous
trend toward extreme rightist dictatorship.

The spawning of more neutralist or mili-
tarist governments In Latin Amerlca, {n re-
actlon to the continued exlstence of the
Castro regime in Cuba. can threaten the
U.8. objectives of preserving and enlarging
frecedom. Coexlstence, on the one hand, may
lend to coalitions which ultimately produce
one-party rule, while rightist dictatorship
gives the Communiste a moral pretext for
carrylng out their tactics of conspiracy and
helps polarize publie support In thelr
direction.

History does not operate In smooth uni-
directional lines. Developments are the
product of & given equilibrium between rival
forces. The presence of Castroism, viewed as
& temporary phenomenon, has generated
some wholesome reactions in Latin America,
which should not be dismissed. The dellvery
of Cuba to Khrushchev as a military base
added considerably to the disenchantment
of many Latin Americans who had originally
considered Castro a genulne patriot fighting
forelgn economic exploitatfon. Even hefore
October Castro had pald some price for his
betrayals—ranging from unfuifllled promises
to hold elections to the public confession
that he had been a Communist all along but
had concealed the fact while seeking popular
support. But now BSoviet domination of
Cubg has made [t pialn that Castrolsm 1s not
s nationalist ltberation movement. Politl~
cal, labor, and business leaders, editors, in-
tellectuals and etudents whose hostllity to
Batista’s dlctatorship madse them sympa-
thetic to Casirp, have been disabused. Mill-
tary officers who might have been tempted
to seck a deal with “the wave of the future”
have been sobered by the purges and execu-~
tions that Iollowed Castro’s acocssfon to
power.

The volatility of the poverty-stricken
Latin American masses 18 another matter.
It s difficult to predict the direction In which
thelr pent-up resentments are ltkely to ex-
plode in & period when old institutions are
disintegrating and new clalmants are de~
ianding power. Army take-overs, like those
in Peru and Guatemala, are !n the historical
Latin American pattern. They are the tra-
ditional response when power centers are
threatened or when chaos seems imminent.
To be sure, In some situations the military
play a legitimate role In preventing a minor-
ity from selzing power. But U.8. policy must
take into account the fact that the Commu-
nists often find oppressive rightist regimes
more useful than liheral or anti-Communist
leltist-governments.

The ultimate success of the Alllance for
Progress may hinge on whether Latin Amer-
ica can be persuaded that Castro i8 not here
to stay, and communism will not spread to
other Latin republics. Unfortunately, the
Communist challenge has not yet convinced
a majority of the more conservative Latin
Americans to accept the reforms essential to
the success of the Alliance. The effect of
that challenge has been, rather, to encourage
a massive flight of capital from Latin Amer-
ice and to discourage new invesiment there,
thus contributing to further economic de-
terforation and reducing the  Allance's
chances of success.

American pollcy seems gearcd- - to the

-
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thesia that we can defeat communism .., de-
feating hunger, poverty and disease in Latin
America, and that all we need is time to ac-
complish the latter. The reallty s that the
attainment of a higher standard of lving
does not necessarily preclude communism, as
demonstrated by the very case of Cuba,
which before Castro was one of the two or
three most advanced countrles in Latin
Amerlca. At bottom, we are engaged In a
two-front struggle agalnst both communism
and poverty, at the same time. If com-
munfsm remains in control of Cuba indefi~
nitely, it will have proved its permsanency in
the Western Hemisphere before the reform
betltle can be won. On the other handg, the
mere erasure of communism from Cuba
would not, by ltself, automatically insure
orderly soclal and economic progress.

U.S.relations with Latin America

These considerations brought the confer-
ees to an examinatlon of American policy
vis-a-vis the countries south of the border.
Despite the fear of Communist expansion,
Latin Amerlcs stil] considers U.8. interven-
tion an &anathema., The question was
whether this factor has not been given un-
due weight, distorting our relations with
Latin America generally. Oversensitivity to
the charge of Interventionism, based on
tear of offending our friends, may now have
reached the polnt where we are alienating
support or weakening the hemilsphere be-
cause of qur restraint.

The Conterence members therefore dis-
cussed these questions in the framework of
concrete situations. Yor example: .

1. In 1647, the Unlted States and Latin
Amerlce Joined in the Inter~-American
Treaty of Reclprocal Assistance, more pop-
ularly known as the Rio Treaty, which estab-
llshed & mutual securlty system, based on
ths formulation thet an aggressive act
pgainst one {s an aggresslve act against all,
to be mect by economte, political and military
ganctions. At Punta.del! Este in 1962—be-
fore the Russlan military base In Cuba was
revealed—the Unlted States pressed for
strong resolutions, which were adopted by
the Organlzation of American States, spe-
cifically applying the Rlo Treaty to the
Bino-Soviet Intrusion into the hemisphere.
Why did not the United States rest a forth-
right policy of eliminating the missile bases
in Cuba on those OAS resolutions? Can the
United States entertain the idea of deals
with Khrushchev and/or Castro, involving
coexistence with a Sovietized Cuba or even
g Titolst Cuba, without repudiating the Rio
angd Punta del Este positions and in effect the
whole Inter-American system?

2. Sincs December 1962, according to re-
liable reports, President Romulo Betancourt
of Venezuela has wanted to go before the
OAS to document the story of Castro-
supported sabotage and terror agalnst his
country. The immedlate objective would be
to induce the five OAS members that still
maintain relations with Cuba—Mezxico, Bra-
2il, Uruguay, Chile, and Bolivia—to end their
tles. It is reported that the Unlted States
has been stalling off the Venezuelan actlon,
It the reports are not true, the question re-
mains whether the Unlted States has been
using 1ts full influence to persuade the five
to break relations. The issue 1s a practical
one. If the five states permlit Cuban embas=-
sles to operate in their countries, the sub-
version will spread throughout Latin Amer-
Ica under the shelter of dipiomatic immu-
nity, and subversives trained In Cuba and
the Boviet bloc will be free to undermine
other natlons.

The fear of escalation

Undoubtedly, much of American policy is
based on genuine fears—not only the fear of
consequences In other areas of the cold war,
or of the reactions in Latin American coun-
tries, but also the fear that decisive action
might escalate Into a global, nuclear war.
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This"efiot an trratlonal fear, and it cannot
lightly be dismissed. But it 1s precisely be~
cause we are living in a world of risks that
leadership 1s necessary. Whoever would give
guidance to others must be capable of assess~
ing the risks, and then of acting. In a risk-
less world there would be no need for leader~
ship.

Ifl his speech of October 22, 1962, President
Kennedy, said that the greater risk lay in
not acting. He concluded that strong action
involved the lesser risk.

Whatever happens, the same task will re-
main: to follow the line of the lesser, more
manageable risk. In evaluating the hazards
of wesk versus sirong action, the Freedom
House conferees cited the following ques-
tions as most relevant:

1. To what extent will the risk of nuclear
war Increase with the passage of time, in
view of the relative increase of Soviet nu-
clear capabilities?

2. What will be the effect of American
vacillation in Cuba on other sensitive fronts
of the cold war?

3. What will be the worldwlde psycho-
logical impact of continued taunting propa-
ganda by Castro and the Soviets?

4. What are the probabilities that the
Cuban Communist base will be used agalnst
us in the future under -unpredictably
changed circumstances?

6, What will be the probable effectiveness
of the Cuban Communist base in under-
mining other Latin American governments,
with a comsequent spread of communism in
the hemisphere?

The net effect of examining such factors
is to suggest that a slmple policy of risk
avoldance can lead only to the certainty of
a worsening position for the United States.
Indeed, 1t is more likely that an improve-
ment of our position will occur only from a
process of intelligent risk taking:

This was demonstrated in the October
confrontation. The administration took
manageable risks rather than accept the cer-
talnty that the nuclear balance would swing
in Russla’s direction and that Khrushchev's
capabilities for blackmaill and attack would
be inereased by the presence of Soviet mis-
siles in Cuba. Unfortunately, while it was
clearly willing to take risks in order to ob-~
taln a Soviet pledge of an inspected with-
drawal of the missiles, there was no willing-
ness to take the risk of a followthrough. Is
there any practical value in running risks to
galn e pledge, and running no risks to en-
force it?

The fear of escalation, while it might logl-
cally deter certain types of all-out action,
has distorted the judgment of our decision~
makers on more limited actlon and narrower
sectors of strategy and tactics.

U.S. policy on exile activity

The conferees were especlally troubled by
the deterioration in the relations between
the U.S. Government and the Cuban exiles,
whose principal concern is to find ways and
means of liberating their country. Does
this development foreshadow an ultimate
conflict between the freedom fighters’ objec-
tive of liberation and an American policy of
contalnment? This disturbing question un-
derlay the discussion of American policy to-
ward the Cuban exiles.

Arguing that there has been no consisten~
cy of purpose or action in our Government’s
relations with Cuban activists in exile, con-
ferees clted these specific items:

We can understand the legal-and techni-
cal reasons for withholding ‘the use of U.S.
territory as a base for launching raids against
‘Cuba and against Soviet shipping bound for
Havana. But why was 1t considered neceg-
sary to deprecate as “irresponsible, ineffect-
lve and dangerous” the raids and supplying
missions that originated outside the.United
States? Is that not inconsistent with our
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official position that the Cubans themselves
‘must get rid of the Castro dictatorship? Does

it mean that the administration disapproves
of the rebel action in the mountains and
their use of sabotage against Castro? If we
favor such action, can we expect the Cubans
to proceed without our help and in the face
of our public condemnation? Iun any case,
what are anti-Castro Cubans in exile or in-
side Cuba to coneclude?

Miro Cardona and his council had urged
Cuban exlles to enlist in the U.S. Army for
training. Thousands of young Cuban exiles,

Ancluding many of the Bay of Pigs veterans,

did so. Why? What ofliclal representations
led them to believe that joining the U.S.
Army would offer them the best way of fight=
ing for a free Cuba?’

Reports of Central Intelligence Agency col-
laboration with the exiles seem to suggest
a conflict of policies and activities within the
administration. Has CIA at times followed
an independent line in conflict with that of
the State Department?

Attorney Geeneral Robert Kennedy appealed
to the Cuban exiles to unite in one organiza-~
tion with which the U.8. Government could
Does this mean that the adminis-
tration disapproves of CIA’s experiment in
favoring certain Cuban factions which has
merely lincreased the disunity? Does the
Attorney General’s statement look toward the
recognition of a government in exile?

The answers to these questions are un-
certain, but they sustain the impression that
American policy toward the Cuban exlles has
lacked consistency and has not contributed
toward thelr unilty essential for the fight
agalnst Castro.

POLICY ON POST-CASTRO CUBA

American policy should not Imit itself
to the overthrow of Castro. The attitude
of the United States toward the long-range
futtre of Cuba 1s itself a major strategic ele-
ment in the fight -to end the Communist
regime,

Discussion among the conferees revealed
that little 1s known about the administra-
tion's orlentation on this question. To be
sure, 1t would be tactically unwise for the
United States to appear to take any action
imposing or supporting a specific type of
regime. The very concept of democracy held
by the Unlted States prohibits such a course
of action. Moreover, as a practical matter,
any candidate selected by the United States
to succeed Castro would be rejected by
Cuban public opinion long before he reached
Havana.

Nevertheless, intelligent policy, used as g
gulde for action, must have some orientation

on the possible alternatives that will be '

avallable, or probable, when Castro is driven
from the scene. These possibilities, which
American policy must take into account, in~
clude: ’

1. A Titolst Communist state In Cuba:
There are indications that this result might
be acceptable in certaln American quarters.
There appear to be some who even believe
that a modus vivendi could be worked out
with a Communist Castro if, like the early
Tito, he breaks all ties with the Soviet
Unlon and ceases to be a tool of its foreign
and military policy.

2. A democratic Soclalist state: This would
be a regime In the tradition of the Western
Soclalist parties which are anti~-Communist
but seek to resolve economic problems on
the basls of government planning and. con-
trols. Pressure for such a form of govern-
ment might grow inside Cuba after Castro
18 overthrown, the objective of the people
being to retain certain welfare programs and
soclalized Industries rather then restore a
Iree enterprise economy.

3. A liberal democracy: Another choilce
might be a soclal, economic, and political
system resembling that of Western democ-
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racles in its fundamentals, but adapted to
Cuban conditions. : ‘

It 1s conceivable. that Cuban exiles in the
United States could reconcile their.differ~
ences and Join with the resistance forces
inside Cuba to form a provisional govern-
ment. Much would depend upon the com-~
position of the forces which topple Castio.

American policy, of course, must not seek
to impose any regime on Cuba as a substi-~
tute for the present one. - The danger is that
ifs actions in relation to the exiles in the
United States - will be interpreted as favoring
or opposing one or more of the alternatives,
when in fact no formal decision has been
reached. The effect might then be to pro-
duce exactly the opposite of the one we might
ultimately find preferable.

THE SOVIET PRESENCE IN CUBA

Despite the political retreat by Khrushchev
during. the October-November crisls, there
18 no reason to believe that the Russian dic-~
tator has abandoned his hopes of maintain-
ing a Soviet base only 90 miles from U.S.
shores. That “Fortress Cuba’” s a military
‘threat in the Western Hemisphere is beyond
question: it is operating as the training
ground for guerilla warfare agalnst Latin
Amerlcan republics and as a center for the
spread of subversion, terror and sabotage.

The latest Soviet alm in Cuba is to use the
island as a base for medium-range missiles
which could completely circumvent U.S.
warning systems and keep a large part of
the hemisphere and the United States under
the constant threat of nuclear attack. (This
subject has most recently been treated in
the “Summary of Major Findings” on the
Soviet buildup in Cuba by the Prepared-
ness Investigating Subcommittee of the Sen~
ate Committee on Armed Services, May 9,
1963.) | In the absence of verified and precise
knowledge of the conditions inside Cuba,
American policy must be predicated on the
assumption that the danger is real and will
persist, .

Other Soviet aims in Cuba have been
achieved: :

1. Castro has been supplied with the latest
weapons to fend off an invasion from with-
out or an uprising of the people from within.
What still remains 1s™for the Russlan ex-
perts to traln . Cuban Communists in han-
dling these weapons. According to some
military opinfon, this will take 4 to 6 years.
The Castro regime argues that it has the
right, as a soverelgn power, to Invite mili~"
tary assistance from a foreign country.

2. Cuba has been converted into a Com-
munist West Polnt for the tralning of officers
intended to lead military attacks on exlsting
regimes. The island will eventually be the
arsenal of Latin American revolutions, from
which swift military suppors can be given to
the creation of “new Cubas.”

3. With its 150 operational jet fighter
bombers, which have a substantial range,
Cuba s in a position to control the alir over
a number of small, nearby countries. (It is
reported that some pollcy makers In Wash-
iMton find comfort in the fact that all this
lethal equipment is under the control of
Sovlet officers rather than the hard-core
Castro Communists who incline toward the
more reckless views of the Chinese.)

. American policy at the present time is
focused, however, on the issue of the missile
bulldup in Cuba. There is little confidence
«that Khrushchev has actually carried out his
pledge of last October-November. Russian
credibility was completely destroyed by the
fact that the prelude to the crisls was a
direct face-to-face lie by Forelgn Secretary
Andrel Gromyko to President Kennedy on
the very subject of missiles in Cuba. In the
absence of on-site Inspection, there can be
no certainty that all the missiles and nuclear
warheads have been removed. Some could
have been installed in caves from which they
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can be fired with perhaps as great precision
a8 missiles from an underwater FPolarls,
Moreover, the Soviet troops and technical ad-
visers, even f we accept the lowest estimate
of their numbers, dan accompiish significant
gecret preparations, partly protected by
darkness, cloud formations, and other simi-
lar impediments to aerial surveillance.
After the Kremlin took such large risks to
execute the bulldup, one does not have to
be of & susplclous nature to wonder what
12,500 to 30,000 Russian military personnel
would be doing in Cuba.

Continuance of the status quo—the un-
certalnty about the missiles and the-absolute
certalnty of the Soviet Army presence—ob-
vlously has strong implications about our
global position and eould lead to even more
serious consequences than we have already
suffered. Both President Efsenhower and
President Kennedy have categorically de-
clared that a Communist base {n this hem-
isphere would never be tolerated. The fact
that & Soviet base {8 mow being tolerated
can lead the enemy to the kind of miscal~
culation that might be disastrcus. A mis-
reading of our equivocation could induce
probing adventures elsewhere. Also, our ac-
ceptance of the situation could be taken as
some justification for the Chinese view that
strong-arm methods do work in dealing with
the “degenerate democractes.”

But most serious of all, the continued
presence of Soviet mllitary forces In Cuba
could provide the very spark that ignites A
nuclear war, The United States has warned
that {t will not stand by and allow Boviet
forces to quell an uprising In Cuba as they did
in Hungary. Any incident—a barroom brawl
with Soviet soldlers in Havana, a flareup of
tempers over a child run down by a Soviet
jeep—could lead to Russian shooting, even
in self-defense. As long as Russinn troops
are in Cuba, peace ia endangered by the
possibility of an accident. Emotions in this
country might well make it impossible for
any administratfon to control thes conse-
quences, which could escalate Into nuclear
WAaY.

Preclsely because the situation endangers
peace, and because 1t threatens Khrushchev's
poliey of coexistencd, there is some leverage
in persuading the Russians to withdraw.
But thls can be done only If the United
States persists in applying pressure,

A CONSENSUS FOR ACTION

Readers of this report are aware ol the
diversity of views that were brought to the
conference table at Gould House. Early in
the proceedings, & formal opinion survey has
made the conferecs consclous of thelr differ-
ences, the significance of which was sxplored
thoroughly in the ensulng sessions. Ulti-
metely, however, the Incisive, and often
pointed debate revealed an extraordinary
amount of agreement on fundamentals. [A
listing of alternatives will be found In ap-
pendix I at the end of this report.)

It should be underscored that the follow-
ing effort to state & consensus I8 not in-
tended to suggest unanimity on all its com-
ponents. The task of formulating erucial
policy 18 never really completed, and those
who contribute to it render their greatest
service by expressing dissents, probing for
weaknesses and asserting their own personal
inaights.

The lack of public tnformation® -

It was recognized that the implementation
of policy may sometimes call for a withhold-
ing of information when publication might
eutomatically defeat the objective. But the
conlerees felt that the effect of current prac-
tice was to hinder the formation of American
public opinion rather than obstruct the
enemy. Many participants indicated thelr
belle! that some kind of negotlatione were
belng conducted off-the-record In the effort
to balance the Interesta of one sector of West-
ern defense agalnst the interests of another.
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It was acknowledged that the Presldent
alone waa In posession of the fullest body of
Information, while others who seck proposed
courses of actlon must do 80 with less than
complets knowledge. In & free soclety the
concerned citizen has no other aliernative
but to proceed on the basls of the limited
information avallable.

At the same time, It |8 a Icgitimate and
essentlal demand on the part of the cltizen
that his Government clearly expound Iis
policles and thus expose them to the whole-
soms influence of public debate. Such an
exposition, to be conatructive, must be con-
ducted in an atmoephere of bipartisanship
which has been mlssing from recent dis-
cussions tn which both parties have been
secking political advantage. A bipartlsan
approach, of course, cannot be Invoked
merely for the convenlencs of the party in
power, any more than the difficultles created
by our adversaries sbroad may be properly
used as ammunition in political campaigns.
Nor should national debate be suspended by
bipartieanship, the funection of which fs to
nourlsh discussion by providing conditions
favorable to tntelligent appratsal. Certalnly
no political party has a right to utllize s pe-
riod of great natlonal anxiety and difficulty
to further narrow party purposes.

Every American who ventures to suggest
a policy on Cuba must recognige that there
is an enormous difference between presenting
the most Inteiligent critigue of pollcy and
actually carrying the awesome responsibility
for the consequences. Theo effect of such
awareness should be to temper forms of ex-
pression but tt should not reduce the per-
sonrl responsibility of the citlzen to seek
and advocate solutions for our natlonal
problem.

Definition of the American commitment

Both political parties secm to be united
on the objective——{reedom for Cuba. Ta
carry out sppropriate measures will call for
a natlonal unity such as prevalled in the
October crisis. But ws must be prepared
for the fact that future measures will have
to be more numerous, more involved, per-
haps more onerous and surely less dramatle,
requiring a longer period of application than
the quarantine during the fall of 1862. Bi-
partlsan consultations are needed now to
reach a broad, long-range understanding.

This is possible, however, only If the ad-
ministration recognizes that it is responsible
for providing leadership in a national dia-
cussion of the Cuban problem. It must sup-
ply the necded facts and It must clearly ar-
ticutate the country's objectives,

No responstibie American doubts the desire
of the administration to eze Cuba ultimately
free and meanwhile to prevent Castro from
apreading Communist dictatorship to other
parts of the hemlsphere. It can certainly
be assumed that Washington s committed
to eliminating the Soviet political and mili-
tary base from Cuba sventuslly and to
blocking Sino-Soviet ambiifons In Latin
America. What s needed 18 8 commitment
ta urgent and immediate action, unambig-
uously expressed tc the Mation and the
world. It 18 tmperative that our people, our
allles, and especinlly our enemtes, clearly
understand that thls Government intends
to usee all its power to achieve the objective.

All must know that we not only want to
free Cubs but we are determined to help ¢
become f{rec—without undue delays. Any
doubts on this score must be dispelled-—for
example, by publication of the correspon-
dence between Khrushchev and the Presi-
dent during and following the October con-
frontation. Bo long as the record is with-
held, there will be rumors and apprehen-
sfons, &t home and abroad, about our Cuban
commitment. There must be no gap be-
tween word and deed.

Providing leadership

Because the Cuban lssue deserves bhigh
priority end as an evidence of the Intention

. i’m
. ‘ﬂ 10

to act declsively, the administratio.. must
Bssign top national leadership to concentrate
on this area of national concern. The ap-
pointment of an outstanding personality
to a Pederal post on Cuban or Latin American
affairs will symbolize the Importance we
assign to the problem and should help to
Improve our performance. Arrangements
should be made to call together Department
of State personnel, both incumbent and
retired, who know the problems and can com-
municate effectively with our OAS allies to
win support for U.S. policies and actions,
The Alliance for Progre3s
Thoughtful Americans support the Alliance
for Progress. Expertence demonstrates that
the Communistis cannot be defeated in their

L

drive for world domination by purely defen- _

slve actlon or negative opposition. The jus-
tification of the free world lles in its promise
of a bheiter life to the individual. For mil-
lione of hungry, iliiterate people, ilving in
mud huts and doomed to early death, free-
dom means, above all, & chance to work and
live In dignity. Their yearning for escape
from hardship makes them an easy prey for
the demagog who holds out glittering pros-
pects under communism,

Every effort must be made, through the
Alllance for Progress, to ralse the lving
standards of Central and South Amerlica,
But the program will succeed only If the
peaple can see and feel the advances. Un-
fortunately, so long as communism can use
Cuba as a base for subversion, economic pro-
gress will be sabotaged by the Communists,
on the one hand, or strangled by rightists
who use the threat of communism to oppose
essentinl reforms. Awareness of these obsta-~
cles should lead us to Increase, not diminish,
our zeal for strengthening the economies of
our neighbors to the south., We must be
prepared for an up-hill struggle agalnst re-
action, corruption and communism-all foes
of an effective Alllance for Progress.

But there may be an even more serious
danger to the Alltance for Progress—our own
iusion that It can succeed by itself. The
Communlists can destroy faster than others
can build, The Alllance for Progress must
therefore not be considered as a substitute
for direct, miiitant opposition to commu-
nism. It 18 but one of the weapons that
must be brought into action. The Marshall
plan did pot really take hold until NATO
provided a shileld agalnst the military threat
of communism. Bo too the Allance for
Progress needs an alllance for freedom as a
shleld against Communist viclence and
sabotage.

The achlevement of progress in Latin
America will require the development of lo~
esl leaders, dedicated to freedom and capable
of standing as “a wall of dedicated men”
agalnst the Inroads of totalltarlan tyranny.
Thelrs will be the task of combating the
agents now being trained in Cuba and Russia.
Even after the liberation of Cuba, Latin
America will be confronted by a formidable
disruptive force because of those who have
already been taught Communist subversion
and guerrilla warfare in Castro’s and Ehru~
shchev's schools of revolution. They will be
defeated only if the free world 18 defended by
tralned men who possess the skills of demo-~
cratic leadership.

The activitles of the Alllance for Prog-
ress—such as the labor institutes now under-
way—must be enlarged. The OAS should be
encouraged to set up additlonal training cen-
ters in democratic countries ke Costs Rica
and Venezuela, with U.S. supported facili~
tles and teachers. We must fight commu-~
nism with tralned minds as well as good
hearts,

This need grows all the more urgent be-
cause Communist attacks on the weak spots
in Latln America increase the danger of a
resort to military dictatorships like the
Peralta junts in Guatemala. Such a trend
would multiply our dificultles and jeopar-
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dizm cause of freedom. We cannot af-
ford to be caught in the crossfire of a battle.
between the extremists, To escape such a
dilemma, we must take timely action in but-~
tressing a system of inter-American democ~
racy. QOur need is for knowledgeable leader~
ship in all our embassies and agencies in the
field as well as at the top. Only by putting
‘our best men in strategic posts can we hope
to handle the explosive situations if and
when they occur,

Aid to the Cuban exiles

Cuba’s proudest hope is the resistance of
its patriots to Communist domination. No
act of the American Government should
downgrade their courage; every pronounce-
ment should aim to uplift the morale of
freedom-loving Cubans everywhere.

We have a considerable responsibility for
helping the exiles to achleve unity in their
own ranks. We injure stich unity if we play
favorites among factions, We must encour-
. age all groups to select responsible leaders

with whom the U.S. Government can co-
operate for the common cause. Through
every possible channel, we must assist the
organized underground inside Cuba, bring-
ing to bear our extensive resources and
experience. .

Exile and underground activity has many
values. Not the least iz ‘the fact that it
warns the Soviet interventionists that
selzure of other men’s countries will bring
inevitable retaliatory action. If Communists
can promote phony wars of liberation, we
can and should support real ones.

The presence of Cuban refugees in the
United States, now numbering about 250,000,
presents us with a rare opportunity. These
men and women are the only major groups
of exiles sixice World War II who have any
reasonable prospect of an early return to a
liberated homeland.

Cuhba’s problems will not end with the
overthrow of the Communists. If those
problems are solved by a future democratic
regime; a powerful blow will have been
struck for lberation everywhere behind the
Iron Curtaln. Thus, we contribute to the
oppressed people in. Cuba and all the satel-~
lites when we provide special study oppor-w
tunities to the refugees now within our -
shores. By fralning them in the flelds of
democratic government, public administra-
tlon, industrial and agricultural mahage-
ment, defense, public safety and order, pub-
lic education, we can lay the foundations for
a wholesome future.

THE TAKING OF RISKS

Underlying the discussion of policy and
action was the question: What risks are
Americans willing to taeke in response %o
Communist expansionism and which policy
1s llkely to minimize the risks? .

We are most In danger of Communiit at-
tack, whether from Peking or Moscow, when -
our indeclsion suggests fear, weakness, or in-
eptness. We are safest when “our. adversary
realizes that we are clear about our objec-
tives and determined in pursulng them.

Timing 1is, of course, a cruclal factor in
assessing risk., The Freedom House con-
ferees tended to the view that the risks later
will be more formidable than the risks now.
Even on the assumption that time is in-
evitably on our side, which we do not accept,
ohe cannot be sanguine about a Sovietized
Cuba that brings a large portion of the
United States and Western Hemlsphere with-
In easy range of Communist missiles and
nuclear warheads.

The canference was aware that the major
premise of present policy Is the assumption
that action on Cuba must be delayed because
of risks to our position elsewhere in the
world. But the conferees were impressed by
the fact that the U.S. position in October,
far from provoking Communist adventures,
forced the Soviet leaders to act with greater
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caution everywhere. In the context of the
Sino-Soviet dispute, .American toughness
Justifies Khrushchev’s position of restraint,
while any evidence that the United States
is a “paper tiger” would strengthen Mao’s
call for aggression.

- In any case, if cholces must be made as to
where we should take.bold stands, Cuba is
the most logical place. The Soviet Union
hes overextended itself geographically by
reaching "into the Caribbean. Of gall the
fronts on which we face each other, Cuba is
militarily Russia’s weakest, and our strong-
est. The only Russian chance for success in
such & contest would be to.convert the local
conflict into a general war—clearly too fear-
ful a price for so small a prize. Moreover,
military opinion considers the risk of general
war in the near future relatively small be-
cause the Kremlin knows that. it could not
win, The record already shows that the
Soviets have almost always backed away from
action that might lead to geneéral war when
the United States has taken a firm stand, as
in Cuba last October and in Berlin sinet
Khrushchev 1ssued his original ultimatum in
November 1958,

The risks of lnaction, however, must be
apelled out also in terms of the impact on
the non-Communist world. There is the
risk—Iindeed, almost a certainty—that inac-
tion wlill encourage neutralism. If the Untted
States can accommodate itself to the indef-
inite perpetuation of & Communist regime in
Cuba, why should not the rest of Latin
America? And the consequence will be a
steady seepage of communism into the other
iglands of the Caribbean and the other Latin
countries of the hemisphere. At the same
time, In Europe and Asia, countries contigu-~
ous ‘with the Iron Curtain will have every
reason to ask: If the United States dare not
uproot communism from its own doorstep,
how can we expect it to risk anything on our
behalf? .

The freelng of Cuba, not ultimately but
soon, must be the alm of U.S. policy imple-
mented by a practical program o;?acﬂon.

CONCLUSION: THE PEOPLE AND THE PRESIDENT

The men and women who assembled at
the invitation of Freedom House were sym-
pathetic to the heavy burden carried by
the President of the Unilted States and his
advisers. Thelrs is a fearsome responsibility
in these days of civilization's great dilemma.

As we were meeting, Halti became a close
second in the Caribbean developments of
deep concern to the United States. South-
east Asia 18 engaging our attention and
costing American lives. Berlin is always in
the wings. The complexity of these inter-
related problems must not be minimized
by those who seeck to be helpful in the
finding of solutions. Our chosen leaders
should be able to count on the cooperation
of all Americans in the effort to solve the
gigantle problems confronting the Nation
and the world. And they have a duty to
do all in their power to create a spirit of
national unity that will prepare us for the
crises ahead.

Both the cooperation and the national
unity can be achieved only if the people
have access to relevant information, study
every suggested solution, and develop a
consensus for action. Our leaders must
keep us informed of the facts and their
plans for the future; we must keep our lead-
ers informed of ‘the people’s judgment and
willingness to sacrifice.

This is the discourse of democracy.  Only
through such an interchenge between the
people -and ‘theilr Government can America
find the way toward freedom aund peace in
the difficult days ahead.

APPENDIX I: A PANORAMA OF Aufmmuxvr.s
From the vantage point of their own con-

-tact with the problems of Latin America and

the cold war, the conferees attempted to

. we regard as indispensable?
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formulate thelr personal conclusions within
the framework of these parameters:

1. Questions. of high policy: (a) What do
(b) What is
Intolerable? L

2. What costs and risks are acceptable in
achlieving our objectives?

3. How much action, and what kind, is
needed and feaslble on the part of (a) the
United States; (b) Cuban exiles; (c) the

- underground in Cuba; (d) the Organization

of American States; (e) NATO?

4. What mix of measures would be most
effective, including (a) refugee training for
service in a liberated Cuba; (b) propaganda
and psychologlcal warfare; (¢) economic iso-
lation of Cuba; (d) support of sabotage and
rebel forces; (e) ald to insurrection; (f)
para-military -and military actions?

Freedom House commerids this formulation
to other discussion groups as a helpful tool
in studying one of our most urgent prob-
lems. It use in the sessions of this confer-
ence proved profitable In laying out at least
a partial list of alternative policles and ac-
tion points. They are listed here, not as
points advocated by the conference or even
by the indivduals who presented them but
as evidences of the fact that a frank facing
of our position reveals many directlons—of
varylng merit, to be sure—In which we .can
go. Many of the proposals are contradictory
In some respects or even mutually exelusive.
They nevertheless help to illuminate the
areas in which decisions must be made con-
sciously rather than by default,

, TOP-LEVEL DECISIONS

1. Insist as & basic premise that Castro-
communism must go or be defeated.

2. Seek to coexist with a Communist Cuba
headed by Castro or some other ruler.

HEMISPHERIC POLICY

1. Reassert the Monroe Doctrine, or a
modernized version.

2. Announce U.8. support for all dedicated
democrats who fight for freedom against
dictatorship anywhere in the hemisphere.

8. Proclaim a hemisphere-wide right of
self-determination, accepting any demo-
cratic decisioh on the form of government
and soclal system so long as “htman rights
and fundemental freedoms’ are observed,

4. Help to organize a Iatin American
Treaty Organization (LATO) outside the
OAS, which would welcome all nondictator-
ial states willing to ally themselves for pur-
poses of military defense after the pattern of
NATO. (It is assumed that several of the
larger Latin. American states would be re-
luctent to join, and that dictatorships like
Haltl, Paraguay, etc., would be barred.)

b. Rally nongovernmental organizations
throughout the hemisphere, including busi-
ness groups and labor unions, for freedom
and social justice. S

8. Declare that the United States oppose
Communist pepetration but not revolution~
ary soclal change in Latin America.

. DIRECT PRESSURE ON CUBA

1. Assert a policy of collective measures
against Cuba based on a rigorous implemen-
tation of the Rio treaty, the Bogaté pact, and
the Punta del Este resolutions.

2. Repeal or amend the U.S. Neutrality
Acts.

8. Organize a tight OAS embargo agalnst
trade, communications, and travel between
member states and Cuba; any states reject-
ing participation fto forfeit U.S. aid.

4, In cooperation with Venezuela, exert
effective pressure on the five OAS members
s§till maintaining diplomatic relations with
Cuba to sever their ties. . .

5. Withdraw U.8. recognition of the Castro
government. .

6. Propose an OAS study of the steps
deemed necessary to achieve the objective of
a free Cuba.

7. Impose comprehensive sanctions on
shipping to include all vessels of any line
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that uses as much &8 one of its ships in the
Cuban trade. .

8. Use preemptive buying to tighten the
noose on Castro's economy.

9. Press OAS to npose the same quaran-
tine on Communlist Cuba as i1t did on Tru-
jtito's Dominican Republie.

10. Citlzen groups in thls country should
cooperate with free Cuba committees (n our
sister Republics.

11, Press NATO countries to curtaill the
Bale of any goods to the Iron Curtain coun-
tries of the type helng suppifed to Cuba by
the Communista.

12. Quarantine Cuba against receiving any
weapons, whether called ofensive or de-
Tensive.

13. Quarantine all shipments of petroleum
to Cuba.

14. Promote the organization of an OA8
task force and prepare an OAS invasion force
to be used as u last resort.

ATD TO ANTI-CABTRO CUBANS

1. Arm and sssist Cuban freedom fghters
Inside and outside of Cuba; encourage
sabotage and ralds,

4. Help establish bases for Cuban rebels
outside U.8. territory. .

3. Publicize the extent and character of
current Cuban resistance.

4. Launch & major propaganda effort
through all media, calling for public support
of & Radlo Pree Cuba.

6. In cooperation with Cuban exlles, start
OAS8 work on "winning the peacs” in a freo
Cuba.

6. Help to organize a Cuban Government-
in-~exile.
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POST-CASTRO CUBA

1. Create OAS machinery for governing
Uberated countries and condudting electtons
under preplanned rules, to be avallable for
action in Cuba, Haltl, and elsewhere.

3. Provide opportunities for gualified Cuban
refugees (o reecelve advanced tralning in thelr
flelds end to conduct studies on problema
they will Tace In a liberated Cuba.

3. Prepare plans for the political, social,
and cconomie future of a free Cubn.

4. Declare that Cubans must and wiil
chooee their own form of government.

REMOVING THX RUSSIAMNS

1. Announce that the removal of Soviet
troops from Cuba hsaa fArst priority in Amer-
ica's agenda.

2. Adopt a formal decision that Boviet
troops and technicifans must be repatriated
within s stated time or face measures of
expulsion.

3. Impose an OAS guarantine or blockade
If necessary to expel Bovlet forces or bring
down the Cuban Commmunist regime—any
states rejecting participation to fortfeit U.B.
ald.

4. Establish OAB teams to tuspect all ships
bound for Cuba.
Appeniprx I1: OrINION SBURVEY ON CuBAN
PoricY

The Iollowing guestions were formulated
by 8 subcommittee in the light of the first
day's discussion. Participants were requested
to Indlcate their views by choosing among
four poesible replies: (1) Yes; (3) Qualified;
(3) No; (4) Qualifted Ho. The qualified re-
plles were intended to indicats the respond-
ent's degree of conviction ebout his views.
During the poll, 25 participants were present.

Tebulaiion of responscs

Questions Yes {Quelified| No |[Qualificd{ Absten-
yes ne tlon
1. Hss gr;rshington reached an sgrecment with the U.8.8,R. on o . o 7
e mmnm—— R B SRS 2
2. Is Washington interested o reaching an agreement with the
UBB.R. 01 CubBT. e meeimcananomannnns Camemmgenane 17 5 ] Q H
3. Is Washington fiully commltted an & policy to bring down
Castro in practical terms?.....__._._. [, 3 & it 3 3
4. Docs the administration belleve thal Russian troops will isava
Cubal. ... - m—a . 5 7 8 1 4
§. Ias Washingion on nol to act except as It is
(] ] 9 2 2
1 3 2 3 1
] 8 3 3 2
1 [ 13 4 2
......................... 4 2 13 2 4
10. Can Castro’s regime be (af;pled—~
(a) Without U.8. mil attlont. ... ... 10 11 8 [ 1
(b) Without an Invasion by the United Btates? .. . ____ 21 1 0 L] 3
11. Do _President Belancourt of Veneruels, former Pregident
Flgueres of Costs Rica, and others want sterner U.8. action
than presently exists?. ... ... ... ... ... ___ bi°d 2 Q ¥ 3
12. Wonld Drazll and Mexivo be ready to support such action? 4 13 2 1 5
13. Can Castro-Communist subversion in Latin America be ¢,
tained without action larger than presently exists?._.. 2 ] 18 1 1
14. Is it U.8, policy to oppose widespread and organfred
sabotage against Castro? ... As e mvna e ncegs et v ] 7 12 2 4
15. Is the United Btales opposing oll refinery sabolage becatise
furmer and future U8, properties are involved? ... .o o_..... G 1 1 4 8
18. Were the hit-and-run raids contributing Lo creating difficuities -
B U266 15 L U, 20 2 1 ] 2
17. Did ralds nol based on U.B, sofl endanger the peace?.. . . 1 2 18 1 8
18. Does the administration count on or belleve it can lsolate
CubB?. e v rae e mmeseomemaan e 10 ¢ L] 2 L]
19. Docs the sdministration bellove that
pressure will topple Castro?.__.__._ 4 ¢ 1 4 2
20. Is Washington's concern with noclear
- (a) A slgnificant capse of Inaction?_.__._.._...._.. . 6 8 -4 2 [
(b) Orisitaratlonalization tosupport its present policy?. . 8 7 2 2 [
2. Doces the U8B, Qovernment have a policy of liberatfon of Cubs? . 4 .3 8 . 4 3
Apexi_tr{ram‘(,‘uba, how many in this room are Iriendly Lo the administration; or d {0 the adm! atlon?
en:

- B SR VRN |
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FOREIGN AID AND THE AMEn.TAN
PUBLIC

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, as
the foreign aid program for next year is
now being presented to the appropriate
committees in the Senate and the House,
the guestion of support for the foreign
aid program by the American public
once agrin is being raised. Once again
a good deal of mythology iz being
spawned about the unpopularity of the
foreign aid program with the American
public. And it is being circulated with-
out any prior examination of the facts,
the facts sbout the Ameriean public’s
true views on the program.

In essence, unlike much of the con-
ventional wisdom that has been peddled
about the alleged unpopularity of the
foreign aid program, there is clear evi~
dence to indicate that foreign aid is now
more popular than ever with the Ameri-
can people. In fact, a recent Gallup Poll
indicated that popular support of the
forelgn aid program is at a high point
for the entire 9-year period. How-
ever, the poll also indicated that the
American public is also gravely misin-
formed about the facts of foreign aid.
These facts relate to such basic matters
as percentage of gross national product
devoted to foreign ald, percentage of the
Federal budget, and actual amounts. It
18 most important that supporters of
foreign ald do & far better job in bring-
ing these facts to the Ameriean people.

In a recent speech before the National
Conference on International Economic
and Social Development, I have
attempted to evaluate some of the salient
factors about the Ameriedn public's

- stand on foreign aid. I ask that the text
of this speech be Inserted into the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the speech

“ was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
es follows:

FOREION AID AND THE AMERICAN PUBLIC
(Bpeech dellvered by Senator Huserr H.

HuMPHREY hefore the Natlonal Conference

on Internatlonal Economlc and Boolal De~

velopment, Mayfower Hotel, Washington,

D.C., May 29, 1663)

Discueston about the foreign ald program
this past 3 months has invariably centered
around the Clay report. Some of this dls-
cussion has been lluminating and helpful;
much has been confused and harmful.

One of the most misgulded arguments
ralsed in the discussion of the Clay report ls
thet which’ contends that since the foreign
ald program is more unpopular today than
ever before, a eritical report will only tend
to increase the unpopularity of forelgn aid

.among the Amerlecan public. This argument

18 bascd on & fundamentally unsound pre-
mise——that foreign aid is unpopular with the
Amerlcan people. On the question of the
Ppopulerity of foreign aid, I should like to call
Bitentlon to a recent Gallup poll released
which indlerted that, contrary to a wide-
spread mythology, forelgn aid i8 more popu-
lar with the American public today than
ever before.

A study of a whaole sequence of findings of

the Gallup polls from 1855 to 1963 shows
that:
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